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A. Introduction 

This interference was declared on April 17, 2002. Van Engelen has filed preliminary 

motions 1-3 under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) forjudgment against Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 

and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 11 for lack of written description support for 

certain claim terms, or alternatively that claims 2 and 8 are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112, T 2, 

or that there is no interference-in-fact (Papers 41-43). Van Engelen has filed a preliminary 

motion 4 under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) forjudgment against Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 and 

8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112, T I for failing to provide an enabling disclosure for 

those claims (Paper 44). Van Engelen has filed a preliminary motion 6, attacking the benefit 

accorded Lee (Paper 46). Van Engelen has also filed preliminary motion 5 for judgment against 

Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), based on 

an on sale bar (Paper 45).  

In Lee preliminary motion 2% Lee requests that van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 be 

designated as corresponding to the count (Paper 36). Lee has filed three preliminary motions 

(preliminary motions 3, 5 and 6) under 37 CFR § 1.633(a), seeking judgment against van 

Engelen on the ground that all of van Engelen's involved claims and claims 4, 7 and 10 that Lee 

seeks to designate as corresponding to the count are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102/103 

based on various prior art (Papers 37, 39 and 40). Lee has filed preliminary motion 4 seeking to 

be accorded the benefit of one earlier, and two subsequently filed Lee applications (Paper 38).  

Lee has filed contingent preliminary motions to (1) add claims 9-18 to its involved application 

and to designate those claims as corresponding to the count (Paper 55), (2) substitute a count for 

Lee miscellaneous motion I to disqualify van Engelen's counsel was denied (Paper 3 1).  
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the present count (Paper 56), and (3) be accorded benefit of the new count (Paper 57). According 

to the junior party van Engelen's preliminary statement, van Engelen does not allege a date that is 

earlier than the senior party Lee's effective filing date (Paper 47), 

Oral argument was held on 29 April 2003. During oral argument counsel for van Engelen 

withdrew van Engelen preliminary motion 4 (Paper 102 at 84, line 25 to page 86, line 2).  

For the reasons that follow, van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3, 5 and 6 are denied.  

Lee preliminary motion 2 is granted. Van Engelen preliminary motion 4 and Lee preliminary 

motions 3-9 are dismissed, and judgment is entered against van Engelen.  

B. Findings of fact 

1. Van Engelen is involved on the basis of Patent 5,953,105 ('105), granted 14 

September 1999, based on application 08/776,418, filed 30 January 1997.  

2. Van Engelen has been accorded benefit for the purpose of priority of 

PCT/11396/00383, filed 29 April 1996.  

3. Lee is involved on the basis of application 09/449,763, filed 26 November 1999.  

4. Lee has been accorded benefit for the purpose of priority of application 09/192,153, 

filed 12 November 1998 and application 08/416,558, filed 4 April 1995.  

5. Van Engelen real party in interest is ASML Netherlands, B.V. (Paper 9).  

6. Lee real party in interest is Nikon Corporation (Paper 4).  
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7. Count 1, the sole count of the interference, is as follows: 

Claim 2 of 09/449,763 

or 

Claim 2 of 5,953,105 

8. Lee claim 2 is as follows: 

2. A positioning device comprising an object table, a sub-system for processing an 
object to be placed on the object table, a drive unit for displacing the object table relative 
to the sub-system, and a measuring system for measuring a position of the object table 
relative to the sub-system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to 
a first frame of the positioning device, while the measuring system comprises a stationary 
part and a movable part which is fastened to the object table for cooperation with the 
stationary part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part of the 
measuring system is fastened to a second frame of the positioning device which is 
dynamically isolated from the first frame, and in that the sub-system is fastened to the 
second frame.  

9. Claim 2 of van Engelen depends from van Engelen claim 1. Van Engelen claim I and 

van Engelen claim 2 are as follows: 

1. A positioning device comprising an object table, a sub-system for processing an 
object to be placed on the object table, a drive unit for displacing the object table relative 
to the sub-system, and a measuring system for measuring a position of the object table 
relative to the sub-system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to 
a machine frame of the positioning device, while the measuring system comprises a 
stationary part and a movable part which is fastened to the object table for cooperation 
with the stationary part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part 
of the measuring system is fastened to a reference frame of the positioning device which 
is dynamically isolated from the machine frame.  

2. A positioning device as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the sub-system is 
fastened to the reference frame.  

10. The claims of the parties are: 

Van Engelen: 1-11 
Lee: 1-8 
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11. The claims of the parties which correspond to Count 1 are: 

Van Engelen: 1-3, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 11 
Lee: 1-8 

12. The claims of the parties which do not correspond to Count I are: 

Van Engelen: 4, 7, and 10 
Lee: none 

13. The level of ordinary skill in the art is defined by the prior art of record.  

C. Decision 

Van Engelen preliminM motions 1-3 

Van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3 are for judgment against Lee on the basis that Lee's 

claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112, ý 1, or are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 

112, T 2, or that there is no interference-in-fact. As the movant van Engelen bears the burden to 

demonstrate that it is entitled to the relief sought. 37 CFR § 1.637(a).  

Written Description 

Van Engelen argues that Lee's specification fails to provide support for (1) a second 

frame that is "dynamically isolated" from a first frame (motion 1), (2) a stationary part of the 

drive unit that is fastened to a first frame (motion 2), and (3) a stationary part of the measuring 

system fastened to the second frame (motion 3).  

Lee original claims I and 4, filed per a preliminary amendment on the day the '763 

application was filed, recite all of the limitations that van Engelen asserts are not described in 

Lee's specification. Lee claim 2 was amended to be in independent form, but includes all of the 

original language in original claims I and 2. Lee claim 8 was amended to be in independent 

form, but includes all of the original language in original claims 4 and 8.  
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It is well established that original claims, in unamended form are a part of the original 

specification as filed. See In re Koller, 613 F.2d 819,823, 204 USPQ 702, 706 (CCPA 1980); in 

re Gardner, 475 F.2d 1389, 1391, 177 USPQ 396, 397 (CCPA 1973). To the extent that van 

Engelen is relying on the specification of Lee's parent applications to make the argument that the 

involved Lee specification does not provide written description support for Lee claims 2 and 8 

under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, that is improper. See Reiffin v. Microsoft, 214 F.3d 

1342, 1346, 54 USPQ2d 1915, 1918 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Accordingly, that portion of van 

Engelen's preliminary motions 1-3 seeking judgment against Lee on the basis that Lee's involved 

claims 2 and 8 lack written description support under 35 U.S.C. §112, ý I is denied.  

Indefiniteness 

Van Engelen additionally argues that Lee's claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 

U.S.C. § 112, 12. Van Engelen argues that should the board determine that Lee's claims 2 and 8 

are ambiguous, any attempt to resolve the ambiguity only emphasizes the inconsistency between 

the claim language and the '763 specification (motions I and 2 at 15, motion 3 at 17).  

Van Engelen makes no real attempt to explain or prove that the involved claims 2 and 8 

are ambiguous in the first place. Van Engelen seems to invite the panel to make an independent 

determination that the claims are ambiguous. We decline the invitation. It is the role of advocate, 

not judge, to present a detailed analysis as to why the claims are, on their face, ambiguous. Van 

Engelen bases the rest of its discussion on a presumption that the claims are ambiguous, and 

discusses why Lee's involved specification fails to resolve the ambiguity. However, even that 

analysis is flawed.  
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Van Engelen argues that Lee's application is devoid of a (1) discussion of how the frames 

are "dynamically isolated" from one another (motion 1), (2) description of a stationary part of 

the measuring system that is fastened to the second frame (motion 3), or (3) description of a 

stationary part of the drive unit that is fastened to the reaction frame (motion 2). In essence, Van 

Engelen argues that Lee's claims 2 and 8 are not enabled or described, and thus are indefinite.  

However, the written description requirement and the enablernent requirement are separate and 

distinct from the definiteness requirement. "Definiteness and enablement are analytically distinct 

requirements." Process Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1358 n.2, 52 

USPQ2d 1029, 1034 n.2 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Even if the written description does not enable the 

claim, the claim language itself may still be definite. Union Pac. Res. Co. v. Chesgpeake Ener 

Corp., 236 F.3d 684, 692, 57 USPQ2d 1293, 1297 (Fed. Cir. 2001). Since van Engelen has 

failed to apply the correct standard and sufficiently demonstrate that Lee claims 2 and 8 are 

indefinite, this part of van Engelen motions 1-3 is denied.  

No interference-in-fact 

Van Engelen argues that if Lee's claims are definite and are supported by Lee's 

specification, then there is no interference-in-fact between Lee and van Engelen. Van Engelen, 

in its preliminary motion 1, page 17, argues that Lee's claims should be interpreted such that the 

"dynamically isolated" frames are physically isolated frames, which is in contrast with van 

Engelen's "dynamically isolated" frames which are physically interconnected with a dynamic 

isolator. Likewise, in its preliminary motions 2 and 3, van Engelen argues that when the van 

Engelen and Lee claims are interpreted in light of the respective specifications, the parties' 

claims are limited by their respective specifications, which describe different architecture for the 
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(1) stationary part of the measuring system that is fastened to the second frame and (2) stationary 

part of the drive unit that is fastened to the machine frame (motion 2 at 17 and motion 3 at 19).  

Van Engelen, in interpreting the nearly identical involved claims, proposes to import limitations 

into the respective parties' claims. The specific structure that van Engelen imports from the 

respective specifications is not recited in the parties' claims. For example, Lee claim 2 recites a 

relationship between two frames - that the frames are dynamically isolated, and not a specific 

structure, as further discussed infra.  

In any event, van Engelen fails to sufficiently demonstrate that even if the respective 

parties' claims require the structure van Engelen urges that they do, that there is no interference

in-fact. Van Engelen argues that "assuming that the '763 application is prior art to the '105 

patent, the disclosure in the '763 application does not anticipate or render obvious van Engelen's 

'105 patent. Likewise, the '105 patent does not anticipate or render obvious the properly 

construed claims of the '763 application" (motions I and 2 at 17, motion 3 at 19). Van 

Engelen's conclusory statement falls far short from providing a detailed analysis required to 

demonstrate that there is no interference-in-fact.  

Van Engelen must demonstrate that no one claim of Lee claims the same patentable 

invention as any one claim of van Engelen, or that no one claim of van Engelen claims the same 

patentable invention as any one claim of Lee.  

The definition of "same patentable invention" is set out in 37 CFR § 1.601 (n) and is as 

follows: 

Invention "A" is the same patentable invention as an invention "B" when invention "A" 
is the same as (35 U.S.C. 102) or is obvious (35 U.S.C. 103) in view of invention "B" 
assuming invention "B" is prior art with respect to invention "A". Invention "A" is a 
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separate patentable invention with respect to invention "B" when invention "A" is new 
(35 U.S.C. 102) and non-obvious (35 U.S.C. 103) in view of invention "B" assuming 
invention "B" is prior art with respect to invention "A".  

The proper analysis in determining that there is an interference-in-fact between the 

parties' claims is a two-way "same patentable invention" analysis. The claimed invention of 

Party A is presumed to be prior art vis-a-vis Party B and vice versa. See Eli Lilly v, Regents of 

the Univ. Wash., 334 F.3d 1264, 67 USPQ2d 1161 (Fed. Cir. 2003).  

The proper analysis then in determining that there is no interference-in-fact between the 

parties' claims is a one-way analysis. Thus, van Engelen need only demonstrate that (1) no one 

claim of Lee anticipates or renders obvious a claim of van Engelen or (2) no one claim of van 

Engelen anticipates or renders obvious a claim of Lee. The moving party should discuss the 

relevant prior art and explain why the prior art does not teach or suggest the modifications of the 

one party's claims (e.g., van Engelen's claims) in view of the other party's claims (e.g., Lee's 

claims).  

Van Engelen makes no meaningful attempt to explain why Lee's claims are separately 

patentable in view of van Engelen's claims or vise versa. It is not enough to point out differences 

and conclude that there is no interference-in-fact. Nor is it meaningful to argue that one party's 

specification is separately patentable over the other parties specification, or that one party's 

claims are separately patentable over the opponents specification. The appropriate comparison is 

between the claims and not the disclosures. For all of these reasons, van Engelen has failed to 

sufficiently demonstrate that there is no interference-in-fact. Van Engelen preliminary motions 

1-3 are denied.  
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Van Engelen preliminaa motion 4 

During oral argument, counsel for Van Engelen withdrew van Engelen preliminary 

motion 4 from consideration (transcript at 84-85). Accordingly, van Engelen preliminary motion 

4 is dismissed.  

Van Engelen preliminga motion 6 

Van Engelen has filed a preliminary motion under Rule 633(g), attacking the benefit 

accorded Lee in the notice declaring interference. At the time the interference was declared, Lee 

was accorded benefit of application 09/192,153 ('153 application), filed 12 November 1998, now 

U.S. Patent 6,246,202, granted 12 June 2001 and application 08/416,558 ('558 application), filed 

4 April 1995, now U.S. Patent 5,874,820, granted 23 February 1999.  

Van Engelen argues that Lee is not entitled to the benefit of the earlier filing date of the 

Lee '558 application under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 or 120. The '558 application incorporates by 

reference, Lee application 08/221,375('375). Lee was not accorded priority benefit of the '375 

application at the time the interference was declared. We note that Lee has moved to be accorded 

priority benefit of its '375 application and that motion is addressed infra in connection with Lee 

preliminary motion 4.  

Van Engelen argues that the '558 application ineffectively incorporates by reference the 

'375 application, or alternatively incorporates only a specific portion of the '375 application that 

fails to describe certain ones of the claimed features in Lee claims 1-8. Alternatively, van 

Engelen argues that neither the '375 application nor the '558 application, standing alone, provide 

written description support for Lee claims 1 -8 (motion at 14).  
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A party moving to attack the benefit accorded an opponent bears the burden of proof to 

demonstrate, as to the count, why the opponent should not be accorded the benefit of the filing 

date of the earlier application. 37 CFR § 1.637(a) and 37 CFR § 1.637(g). In order to be 

accorded benefit, Lee's priority applications need only describe an enabling embodiment within 

the scope of the count. Weil v. Fritz, 572 F.2d 856, 865-66 n.16, 196 USPQ 600, 608 n.16 

(CCPA 1978); Hunt v. Treppschuh, 523 F.2d 1386,1389,187 USPQ 426,429 (CCPA 1975).  

Benefit for the purpose of priority is something different than benefit under 35 U.S.C. § 

119 or 35 U.S.C. § 120. See Cromlish v, D. Y., 57 USPQ2d 1318 (BPAI 2000 - precedential 

Trial Section opinion). Note, that in order to be accorded benefit for purposes of priority, the 

'558 application need only describe an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count.  

Thus, it is not necessary that the '558 application provide written description support for Lee's 

claims 1-8'. Accordingly, we address van Engelen's arguments only with respect to van Engelen 

claim 2, which is an alternative of the count.  

There is yet another flaw in the arguments advanced by van Engelen. Although van 

Engelen takes the position that the '558 application fails to provide support for Lee claim 2, with 

or without incorporating by reference the '375 application, van Engelen fails to discuss the '558 

application with particularity. Van Engelen fails to set forth in its motion what the '558 

application describes and why it alone fails to describe an enabling embodiment within the scope 

of the count. Van Engelen discusses the '375 application in detail. However, the inquiry should 

begin with what the '5 5 8 application describes. That is the application for which Lee was 

' The di fferences between pri ority benefit and benefit under § § 119 and 12 0 were 
explained to counsel for the respective parties early in the proceeding, during the conference call 
for setting times for the preliminary motions phase of the interference (Paper 30).  
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accorded benefit. Until it is determined what the '558 application describes, there is no need to 

look to the '375 application. The issue of incorporation by reference is moot, if the '558 

application alone describes an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count.  

Since van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the '558 application, 

standing alone, fails to describe an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count we need 

not determine if the Lee '558 application has effectively incorporated by reference the '375 

application, or determine if the '375 application describes an enabling embodiment within the 

scope of the count. Our discussion pertains to what is set forth in the '558 application and not 

the '375 application.  

DyLiarnically isolated frames 

Lee claim 2 (an alternative of the count) recites a first frame and a second frame. The 

claim recites that the second frame is dynamically isolated from the first frame. Van Engelen 

argues that the '558 application fails to describe a second frame that is dynamically isolated from 

a first frame (motion at 17). At the heart of van Engelen's argument is the meaning of the term 

"dynamically isolated." 

Van Engelen argues that the '558 application fails to support the broadest reasonable 

interpretation of "dynamically isolated." The broadest reasonable interpretation of "dynamically 

isolated", van Engelen argues, comes by way of definition for the terms isolated and dynamically.  

Van Engelen argues that: 

The term isolated is a verb which means "separate from a group or whole and set 
apart." (Exh. 2016: Definition, page 956). The term "dynamically" is the adverbial form 
of the word "dynamic", which is defined as being "[c]haracterized by continuous change, 
activity, or progress." (Exh. 2017: Definition, page 574). Thus, in the context of the 
claim language, the term "dynamically" is modifying how the second frame is "isolated" 
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from the first frame. The broadest reasonable meaning of these words requires that the 
second frame be isolated from the first frame in a manner that is characterized by 
continuous change, activity or progress.  

There is nothing in either the '375 or '558 application that shows such an 
invention. To the extent that the '375 application or the '558 application discloses 
separating the reaction frame from the XY stage support frame, that separation is not 
characterized by continuous change, activity or progress but is static, physical isolation.  
In fact, in the '558 application, Lee explains that reaction forces are transmitted 
independently to the earth's surface by a structure that is physically isolated from the 
support frame. (Exh. 2045: '558 Apptn., page 3, line 28 - page 4, line 5) (emphasis in 
original) (motion at 17).  

We understand van Engelen's definition of "dynamically isolated" to require that the 

frames be isolated dynamically - that there necessarily be something in between the two frames 

that provides the isolation, i.e. that the frames be physically interconnected with dynamic 

isolators'. Van Engelen does not dispute that the '763 application as well as the '558 

specification describe physically separate frames. Van Engelen does, however, disagree that two 

physically separate frames are "dynamically isolated" when applying the broadest reasonable 

interpretation of that claim term.  

Van Engelen's definition of "dynamically isolated" is derived by viewing the term in light 

of van Engelen's specification, resulting in an importation of a structural element that is not part 

of the count. Van Engelen's definition for dynamically isolated is not the broadest reasonable 

interpretation of that term. When the term "dynamically isolated" is properly construed, the Lee 

'558 application provides an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count.  

Van Engelen's proposed definition of dynamic is the second listed definition, and the 

example for that definition is that of a dynamic market (Ex. 2017). Van Engelen provides no 

During oral argument, counsel for van Engelen so represented (Paper 102 at 17-18).  
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explanation why the term "dynamic" or dynamically should be interpreted under the second 

listed definition as opposed to the first definition. Note, that Dr. Kurfess, van Engelen's expert, 

provides no explanation as to why the proposed second definition is what one of ordinary skill in 

the art would understand the definition to be (Ex. 2012 T 39). Generally, it is the first listed 

definition that is the most commonly used definition for a given word. A dynamic market would 

appear to have nothing to do with two mechanical frames and the relationship between those two 

frames. Furthermore, van Engelen's proposed definition would require a structural element 

between the two frames. Lee's claim 2, however, does not recite an element for isolating the two 

frames. Rather, the claim merely recites the relationship between the two frames. The 

relationship is described by the term dynamically isolated. We will not read limitations into 

Lee's claims that would require an element to be in between the two frames. Lee's claim 2 is not 

so limiting. Van Engelen's proposed definition is ultimately obtained by looking to its own 

specification and importing limitations from its specification into the count. However, the count 

is Lee claim 2 or van Engelen claim 2. Each alternative of the count is interpreted in light of the 

parties' respective involved specifications. The first alternative of the count (Lee claim 2) is 

interpreted in light of Lee's involved '763 specification.  

With that in mind, a more reasonable interpretation of the term "dynamically isolated" 

may be gleaned from the first definition for the word "dynamic" and from Lee's specification.  

The first definition for dynamic is "of or relating to energy or to objects in motion" (Ex. 2017).  

That definition, on its face, is a more reasonable definition for the term dynamic when considered 

in the context of two frames and their relationship. Lee's '763 specification describes two 

frames that are isolated from each other, such that the reaction forces from the elements of one 
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frame are not transmitted to the other frame. That is, the dynamics, e.g., motion, from one frame 

are isolated from the other. In this light, and in view of the first definition for the term dynamic, 

a more reasonable interpretation of the term dynamically isolated is that the dynamics are 

isolated from one frame to the other - that the reaction forces from one frame are not transmitted 

to the other frame. Note, that the proposed definition does not necessarily require structure in 

between the two frames, but is merely descriptive of the relationship between the two frames.  

Lee's involved '763 application supports such an interpretation of "dynamically isolated" frames.  

For example, the '763 specification states that: 

An additional aspect in accordance with the invention is that the reaction force of the 
stage and window frame drive motors is not transmitted to the support frame of the 
photolithography apparatus projection lens but is transmitted independently directly to the 
earth's surface by an independent supporting structure. Thus, the reaction forces caused 
by movement of the stage do not induce undesirable movement in the projection lens or 
other elements of the photolithography machine (Ex. 2011 at 3, lines 4-9).  

The above indicates that reaction forces, e.g., dynamics of the one frame, are not transmitted to 

the other frame and are therefore "dynamically isolated." This definition for dynamically 

isolated, that the reaction forces are isolated, is a more reasonable interpretation of the term 

"dynamically isolated" given the description in Lee's '763 specification and the first listed 

definition for dynamic as previously discussed. Van Engelen's definition of "dynamically 

isolated", in contrast, is derived from van Engelen's involved specification, and by importing an 

element into Lee's claim 2 that simply is not claimed. To the extent that the second alternative of 

the count, i.e., van Engelen's claim 2, should be interpreted to mean that there are necessarily 

"dynamic isolators" in between the two frames does not mean that Lee's claim 2, the first 

alternative of the count should also be interpreted the same way. The count is the disjunctive 
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alternative of the parties' claim 2. Lee '558 need only describe an enabling embodiment within 

the scope of the count, e.g., Lee claim 2. It need not describe an enabling embodiment for both 

alternatives of the count.  

As discussed above, van Engelen fails to discuss with any particularity what the '558 

application describes, and because of that, its argument is not persuasive. However, we note, that 

the '558 application describes a first frame (80 and 114A-1 14D), and a second frame (94 and 

102A-102D) that are physically isolated, such that reaction forces from one frame are isolated 

from the other frame. As discussed above, when properly interpreted, the '558 application thus 

describes two frames that are dynamically isolated. Van Engelen has failed to demonstrate 

otherwise. Accordingly, we are not persuaded that van Engelen has satisfied its burden of proof 

to sufficiently demonstrate that Lee's '558 application fails to describe an enabling embodiment 

within the scope of the count with respect to two frames that are "dynamically isolated" when 

that term is correctly interpreted.  

A stationary part of the drive unit fastened to the first frame 

Lee claim 2 recites a drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a first 

frame of the positioning device. Van Engelen argues that Lee '558 fails to provide support for 

any stationary part of the drive unit that isfastened to a first frame (motion at 13). Van Engelen 

provides no meaningful explanation as to why the '558 application fails to describe a stationary 

part of the drive unit that is fastened to a first frame, and thus has failed to meet its burden to 

demonstrate that the '558 application fails to describe the claimed feature. Accordingly, we need 

not independently make the determination as to whether the '558 application does describe a 

stationary part of a drive unit that is fastened to the first frame.  
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In any event, we note that the '558 application describes a reticle stage drive unit' that 

includes X axis linear motors comprised of magnetic tracks 62A and 62B and magnetic coils 

60A and 60B and Y axis linear motors comprised of magnetic tracks 70A and 70B and coils 68A 

and 68B. The magnetic tracks 70A and 70B are mounted on window frame guide members 40C 

and 40D respectively. The motor coils 68A and 68B are mounted on the reticle stage 10. The 

magnetic tracks 62A and 62B are mounted on fixed guides 64A and 64B respectively. The coils 

60A and 60B are mounted on guide members 40A and 40B respectively. The guide members 

40A-40D and the fixed guide members 64A and 64B are fastened to support structure 80 and 

114A-114D (first frame). The drive tracks cooperate with the drive coils to move the reticle 

stage. At least the drive tracks satisfy the limitation of a stationary part of the drive unit which is 

fastened to a first frame as follows.  

There are two parts to a motor: a stator and a rotor. A stator is defined as the stationary 

part of a machine, such as a motor, and the rotor is defined as the rotating part (Webster's R New 

Riverside University Dictionary, Copyright 1988 (definitions attached)). A linear motor is 

defined as an electric motor that has in effect been split and unrolled into two flat sheets, so that 

the motion between the rotor and stator is linear rather than rotary. (McGraw-Hill Dictionary of 

Scientific and Technical Terms - Fifth Edition, copyright 1994 (definition attached)). In the 

' We recognize that the'558 application describes an embodiment of a reticle drive unit 
for moving a reticle stage and not a wafer stage drive unit for moving a wafer stage. However, 
we note that Lee's claim 2 recites an object table (stage) for processing an object, and a drive unit 
for displacing the object table. The claim is not limited to a particular object, e.g. a wafer versus 
a reticle. In any event, the '558 application states in at least two places that the embodiment 
described may be used for a wafer stage for processing a wafer (Ex. 2045, at 3, lines 21-26 and 5, 
lines 31-33).  
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context of a linear motor, the rotor does not rotate, but rather moves in a linear fashion. The 

stator is that part of the motor which remains stationary relative to the rotor.  

Lee describes a linear motor where the stationary parts of the motor, or the stator of the 

motor is understood to be the X and Y drive tracks. Thus, the '558 application describes a 

stationary part of the drive unit. Furthermore, the X and Y drive tracks, or stators are attached to 

the first frame 80, 114A-1 14D through the guides, and are thus, fastened to the first frame.  

From the above, the '558 application describes an enabling embodiment within the scope 

of the count. Based on the record before us, van Engelen has failed to direct us to evidence that 

would demonstrate otherwise. In this regard, van Engelen's silence with respect to the '558 

application is fatal to its motion.  

A stationary i)art of the measuring system fastened to a second frame 

Lastly, van Engelen argues that the '558 application does not support a measuring system 

comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a second frame (motion at 19).  

Again, although van Engelen argues that the '558 application fails to describe the feature 

in question, van Engelen fails to discuss with any particularity why that is so. Van Engelen's 

arguments are conclusory and unsupported by evidence. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to 

demonstrate that Lee should be stripped of its priority benefit of the '558 application. Our 

inquiry need not go any further.  

In any event, we note that the '558 application describes an interferometer system used to 

determine the location of the reticle stage. The system includes two laser interferometry mirrors 

14A and 14B located on stage 10, and laser interferometer units I I 2A, I I 2B and I I 2C. The 

interferometer units are mounted on supports 108 and I 10. As seen in Figure 4, the supports I 10 
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and 108 are located on top of the second frame 94. Although the supports are not described as 

being fastened to the second frame, figure 4 suggests that they are. More importantly, Lee's '558 

application states that: 

An additional aspect in accordance with the invention is that the reaction force of 
the stage and window frame drive motors is not transmitted to the sqPport frame of the 
Rhotolithogrgphv gpparatus projection lens but is transmitted independently directly to the 
earth's surface by an independent supporting structure. Thus, the reaction forces caused 
by movement of the stage do not induce undesirable movement in the projection lens or 
other elements of the photolithography machine.  

This physically isolating the stage reaction forces from the projection lens and 
associated structures prevents these reaction forces from vibrating the proiection lens and 
associated structures. These structures include the interferometer system used to 
determine the exact location of the stage in the X-Y l2lane and the wafer stage. Thus, the 
reticle stage mechanism support is spaced apart from and independently supported from 
the other elements of the photolithography machine and extends to the surface of the 
earth. (Emphasis added). (VE Ex. 2011 at 3, lines 4-16).  

From the above, the reaction force of the stage and window frame drive motors is not 

transmitted to the support frame such that the reaction forces do not induce movement in the 

instruments that are supported by the support frame - the projection lens and other elements of 

the photolithography machine, including the interferometer system. Thus, the above description 

in combination with Figure 4 indicate that the interferometer system is fastened to the support 

frame (second frame). If it were otherwise, the Lee '558 specification would not go to great 

lengths to explain that the reaction forces are not transmitted to the projection lens and associated 

structures (including the interferometer system). For example, if the interferometer system were 

mounted on a wall, the system would not be subjected to system vibrations and thus there would 

be no discussion in the '558 specification about isolating vibrations for the interferometer 

system. Furthermore, there is no discussion throughout the Lee '558 specification of mounting 
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any of the instruments or components of the disclosed mechanism anywhere other than on the 

reaction frame or on the support frame. For these reasons, there is support for the claimed 

stationary part of the measuring system fastened to the second frame. Based on the record, van 

Engelen has failed to demonstrate otherwise. Again, van Engelen's failure to discuss the '558 

specification is fatal to its motion.  

For all of the above reasons, van Engelen, through its preliminary motion 6, has failed to 

sufficiently demonstrate that Lee should be denied benefit of the '558 application. Accordingly, 

van Engelen preliminary motion 6 is denied.  

Van Engelen preliminqU motion 5 

Van Engelen moves under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) farjudgment against Lee on the basis that 

Lee claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable based on an on sale bar under 35 U.S.C § 102(b). At the 

outset, we note that van Engelen has failed to attach an appendix to its preliminary motion as 

specified in Section 26(d) of the Standing Order (Paper I at 25)). Despite this shortcoming, we 

consider van Engelen's motion on the merits. We further note that the on sale bar is prior art to 

van Engelen (transcript at 65, lines 17-23), and would likewise apply to its claims.  

The on-sale bar applies when two conditions are satisfied before the critical date. First, 

the product must be the subject of a commercial offer for sale. Second, the invention must be 

ready for patenting. Pfaff v. Wells Elec., Inc., 525 U.S. 55, 67, 48 USPQ2d 1641, 1646-47 

(1998). The second prong maybe satisfied by (1) proof of reduction to practice before the 

critical date; or (2) proof that prior to the critical date the inventor had prepared drawings or other 

descriptions of the invention that were sufficiently specific to enable a person skilled in the art to 

practice the invention. 525 U.S. at 67, 48 USPQ2d at 1647.  
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The on-sale bar analysis begins by first determining whether the subject of the barring 

activity met each of the limitations of the claim or would have rendered obvious the claimed 

subject matter. See Scaltech Inc. v. Retec/Tetra L.L.C., 178 F.3d 1378, 1383, 51 USPQ2d 1055, 

1058 (Fed. Cir. 1999); and Tee Air Inc. v. Dcnso Manufacturing Michigan Inc., 192 F.3d 1353, 

1358, 52 USPQ2d 1294, 1296-97 (Fed. Cir. 1999).  

Anticipatio 

We will assume, for the purpose of this part of the discussion that the Micrascan R system 

was offered for sale more than a year prior to 4 April 1995, Lee's effective filing date. Based on 

the record before us, however, van Engelen has failed to establish that the Micrascan H system 

that was sold anticipates Lee claims 2 and 8.  

The photos, schematics, and documentation that have been submitted into evidence 

standing alone would not be sufficient to establish aprimafacie case of anticipation. The parts 

shown in several of the schematics and photos are not labeled, and without some explanation the 

schematics and photos are not particularly helpful. The documents labeled Micrascan I and R 

System Comparison (Ex. 2032) and the Micrascan IJ Program Plan (Ex. 2033) are also not very 

helpful, since neither document, standing alone, explains or clearly sets forth each element of Lee 

claims 2 or 8. Van Engelen exhibits 2034 and 2035 are the best pieces of evidence that van 

Engelen has submitted. These exhibits are apparently reproductions of the Micrascan H system.  

Mr. Galburt testified that the exhibit 2034 is a true and accurate representation of the structural 

design concept of the Micrascan H as it existed in the 1992 time-frame. Galburt also testified 

that the exhibit 2035 is a true and accurate representation of the structural interconnections of the 

Micrascan H as it existed in the 1992 time-frame (VE Ex. 2024 It 21 and 22).  
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Even still, the exhibits 2034 and 2035, which are schematics, do not by themselves 

explain how elements are connected and how the elements function. In that light, van Engelen 

relies on the declaration of Dr. Kurfess to explain what exhibits 2034 and 2035 describe and that 

the Micrascan 11 system shown in those exhibits anticipates Lee claims 2 and 8. Dr. Kurfess is 

said to be an expert of metrology systems. We do not know, however, how his experience 

pertains to photolithography systems or positioning devices as claimed in Lee claims 2 and 8.  

Neither van Engelen nor Dr. Kurfess tells us. Still further, Dr. Kurfess apparently has no first 

hand knowledge of the Micrascan H device that was sold. That is, Dr. Kurfess' testimony is 

based on his independent review of the schematics and photos submitted into evidence by van 

Engelen (Ex. 2012 at 69). Absent from the record is an explanation supporting Kurfess' 

conclusion that he has drawn with respect to how the elements shown in exhibits 2034 and 2035 

are connected and how the elements function. For example, Dr. Kurfess testified that "in the 

Micrascan H, there was a wafer stage interferometer system including a wafer stage IF 

(interferometer) module 280 and wafer IF L-shaped mirror 240 for measuring the position of the 

wafer stage table relative to the projection optics system 110. (Exh. 2034: MS H FIG. 1; 2035: 

MS Il FIG. 2)" (Ex. 2012 TJ 75 and 86).  

It is not apparent from either of exhibits 2034 or 2035 that the module 280 and mirror 240 

cooperate to measure the position of the wafer stage table relative to the proiection optics system 

110 as recited in Lee claims 2 and 8. Dr. Kurfess does not explain how it is so. Kurfess' 

statements that the module 280 and mirror 240 function to measure the position of the wafer 

stage table relative to the projection optics system 110 are conclusory and unsupported 

assertions. Nothing in the Federal Rules of Evidence (applicable to patent interference cases) or 
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Federal Circuit jurisprudence requires a fact finder to credit the unsupported assertions of an 

expert witness. Rohni and Haas Co. v. Brotech Corp., 127 F.3d 1089, 1092, 44 USPQ2d 1459, 

1462 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Since (1) we do not know how Dr. Kurfess' expertise relates to the 

photolithography or positioning machines in Lee claims 2 and 8, and (2) the underlying basis 

supporting Kurfess' opinion is not set out in his testimony, we do not credit Kurfess' testimony.  

Further, van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the two frames in the 

Micrascan H device were dynamically isolated. Van Engelen states that Lee's first frame 261 is 

physically isolated from the second frame so as not to transfer vibrations between the first frame 

and the XY stag , implying that such an arrangement meets the limitation of dynamically isolated 

frames. Van Engelen then concludes, through reliance on Kurfess' unsupported assertions, that 

the Micrascan 11 second frame 170 was dynamically isolated from the first frame 270 by isolators 

180. Van Engelen, however, fails to demonstrate that the Micrascan 11 first frame and second 

frames are dynamically isolated so as not to transfer vibrations between the two frames as it 

asserts. Rather, the Micrascan II system is facially different, with its attached frames, than Lee's 

system with its separate frames. While the Micrascan H system does show isolators between the 

two frames, the two frames are also connected by way of tumbuckles 265A. That connection 

would appear to allow at least some vibrations or reaction forces to be transferred between the 

two frames, despite the isolators 180. Yet, van Engelen fails to discuss the isolators or the 

turnbuckle connections between the two frames, so as to provide a persuasive argument that the 

Micrascan 11 frames are dynamically isolated, as that term is applied by van Engelen in the 

context of Lee's claims. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to establish aprimafacie case of 
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anticipation. Therefore, we need not and have not determined whether van Engelen has 

sufficiently demonstrated that the device sold was "ready for patenting." 

Since van Engelen has failed to meet its burden of proof to show that it is entitled to the 

relief sought, Lee's opposition need not and has not been considered. Van Engelen preliminary 

motion 5 is denied.  

With respect to the patentability of van Engelen's claims corresponding to the count over 

the Micrascan IJ device, we make no determination. Since judgment is concurrently entered 

against van Engelen based on priority, we need not decide the issue.  

Lee preliminaU motion 2 

Through its preliminary motion 2, Lee seeks to designate van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 

as corresponding to the count. Van Engelen claim 4 depends on van Engelen claim 3. Van 

Engelen claims 3 and 4 are as follows: 

3. A positioning device as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the object table is 
displaccable over a guide parallel to at least an X-direction, the guide being fastened to 
the reference frame.  

4. A positioning device as claimed in claim 3, characterized in that the positioning device 
is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control unit 
and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, which 
compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the reference 
frame having a value equal to a value of a mechanical moment of a force of gravity acting 
on the object table about said reference point, and a direction which is opposed to a 
direction of the mechanical moment of said force of gravity.  

Van Engelen claim 7 depends on van Engelen claim 6, which depends on claim 5. Van 

Engelen claims 5-7 are as follows: 

5. A lithographic device comprising a radiation source, a mask table, a projection system 
having a main axis, a substrate table, a drive unit for displacing the substrate table relative 
to the projection system in at least one direction perpendicular to the main axis, and a 
measuring system for measuring a position of the substrate table relative to the projection 
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system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a machine frame 
of the lithographic device, while the measuring system comprises a stationary part and a 
movable part which is fastened to the substrate table for cooperation with the stationary 
part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part of the measuring 
system is fastened to a reference frame of the lithographic device which is dynamically 
isolated from the machine frame.  

6. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 5, characterized in that the substrate table is 
displaceable over a guide which extends perpendicularly to the main axis and is fastened 
to the reference frame.  

7. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 6, characterized in that the lithographic 
device is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control 
unit and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, 
which compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the 
reference frame having a value equal to a value of a mechanical moment of a force of 
gravity acting on the substrate table about said reference point, and a direction which is 
opposed to a direction of the mechanical moment of said force of gravity.  

Van Engelen claim 10 depends on claim 9, which depends on claim 8, which depends on 

claim 5. Van Engelen claims 8-10 are as follows: 

8. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 5, characterized in that the lithographic 
device comprises a further drive unit for displacing the mask table relative to the 
projection system in a scanning direction perpendicular to the main axis, the further drive 
unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to the machine frame, while the 
substrate table is displaceable relative to the projection system parallel to at least the 
scanning direction, the measuring system comprising a further stationary part which is 
fastened to the reference frame and a further movable part which is fastened to the mask 
table for cooperation with the further stationary part of the measuring system for 
measuring a position of the mask table relative to the projection system or for measuring 
a position of the mask table relative to the substrate table.  

9. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 8, characterized in that the mask table is 
displaceable over a first guide extending parallel to the scanning direction and the 
substrate table is displaceable over a second guide extending perpendicularly to the main 
axis, the first guide and the second guide being fastened to the reference frame.  

10. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 9, characterized in that the lithographic 
device is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control 
unit and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, 
which compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the 
reference frame of a value which is equal to a value of a sum of a mechanical moment of 
a force of gravity acting on the substrate table about said reference point and a mechanical 
moment of a force of gravity acting on the mask table about said reference point, and a 
direction which is opposed to a direction of said sum of mechanical moments.  
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As the movant, Lee must show that the proposed claims define the same patentable 

invention as another claim whose designation as corresponding to the count the moving party 

does not dispute. 37 CFR § 1.637(3)(ii). Lee has sufficiently demonstrated that van Engelen 

claims 4, 7 and 10 define the same patentable invention as van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view 

of Schutten', without the teachings of Lee '820.  

In its opposition, van Engelen argues that since van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 require that 

the reference frame and the machine frame be dynamically isolated (i.e., isolated with dynamic 

isolators in between the two frames), and that the force actuator system of claims 4, 7 and 10 is 

defined in van Engelen's specification as being integrated with the dynamic isolators, then the 

compensation force recited in claims 4, 7 and 10 must be between the two frames and exerted on 

the reference frame (opposition at 14).  

Van Engelen's claim interpretation is erroneous. Van Engelen necessarily reads 

limitations into its claims 4, 7 and 10 that are not present. Note, that none of van Engelen claims 

4, 7, or 10 provides any relationship between the function of "dynamically isolated" frames and 

the force actuator system. Furthermore, as discussed in connection with van Engelen preliminary 

motion 5, one frame that is "dynamically isolated" from another frame does not mean that there 

are necessarily dynamic isolators in between the two frames. Van Engelen's independent claims 

I and 5 recite a relationship between the two frames, but do not recite any particular structure 

associated with that relationship. Even if we were to interpret van Engelen claims I and 5 to 

require dynamic isolators in between the two frames, it does not necessarily follow that the force 

actuator system also be in between the two frames. Claims 4, 7 and 10 recite a force actuator 

system which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame, Absent from the claims is a 

requirement that the force actuator system be in between the claimed reference frame and the 

5 U.S. Patent 4,821,205, granted 11 April 1989 (Ex. 1091).  
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machine frame, or that the force actuator system is integrated with dynamic isolators. All that is 

required is that the actuator system exert a force on the reference frame.  

Van Engelen argues that Lee's involved specification fails to disclose a compensation 

force between the first and second frame. Van Engelen's argument is misplaced. Lee does not 

rely on its own specification to demonstrate that van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 would have been 

obvious over van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view of Schutten. To the extent that van Engelen 

is arguing that its claims should not be added to the interference since Lee cannot support such a 

claim, that argument is also rejected. It is of no moment that Lee may or may not have support 

for a force actuator system. A party moving to designate an opponent's claim as corresponding 

to the count, need demonstrate that the claim defines the same patentable invention as any one 

claim designated as corresponding to the count. Absent from that requirement is that the movant 

must also demonstrate that it has written description support for the opponent's claim. The query 

is not can the movant support such a claim, but rather does the claim define the same patentable 

invention as a claim already designated as corresponding to the count.  

Van Engelen argues that Lee '820 fails to teach a compensation force between two 

frames. As stated above, we do not interpret van Engelen's claims 4, 7 or 10 to require a force 

actuator system that exerts a compensation force between two frames. In any event, Lee did not 

rely on the Lee '820 patent to teach a force actuator system that exerts a compensation force 

between two frames. Rather, Lee alternatively relied on the '820 patent to show an actuator 

system that compensates for movement of two stages, as opposed to one stage.  

Van Engelen argues that Schutten fails to disclose a compensation force between two 

frames and exerted on a reference frame. As discussed above, when properly construed, van 

Engelen's claims 4, 7 and 10 do not require that the force actuator system exert a compensation 

force between two frames. However, even if van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 do require a force 

actuator system that exerts a compensation force between two frames, van Engelen has failed to 
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demonstrate that it would not have been obvious to combine the Schutten actuator system to a 

two frame system.  

Schutten discloses a force actuator system, with force actuators 74, 76 in between the 

ground and a work table (frame). Thus, Schutten discloses a force actuator in between two 

structures. Van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that one of ordinary skill would 

not look to Schutten to teach placing force actuators in between two frames. Specifically, van 

Engelen fails to explain why Schutten's force actuators would not work in between two frames.  

Schutten teaches a force actuator system for compensating for forces acting on the frame 

(stage/table), or for tilting of the frame and for movement of the stage. Based on the record 

before us, such a system teaches a compensation system regardless of whether that system is 

placed in between two frames, or in between a frame and the ground. Note, absent from van 

Engelen's claims 4, 7, and 10 is a requirement that the compensation force compensate for 

reaction forces in a second frame. Rather the claims recite that the compensation force 

compensate for forces of gravity acting on the object table (substrate table/mask table). Schutten 

apparently compensates for such forces. Van Engelen has failed to direct us to evidence that 

demonstrates otherwise.  

Van Engelen argues that the prior art fails to disclose a compensation force exerted in 

response to gravity forces on two moving stages as recited in claim 10 (opposition at 20). Claim 

10 recites that the mechanical moments of the forces of gravity for both the mask table and 

substrate table are added in determining the opposing compensation force exerted on the 

reference frame. Van Engelen argues that Schutten only provides background information and 

does not teach a compensation force in response to gravity forces exerted on a substrate stage and 

a mask stage (opposition at 21). Van Engelen's response is dissatisfying.  

In its preliminary motion, Lee explains that van Engelen claim 9 recites that the mask 

table and the substrate table are both supported on a common frame - the reference frame. The 
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claimed compensation force exerted in van Engelen claim 10 takes into account the sum of all 

forces acting on that common frame - from both the substrate and mask tables. Lee further 

explains that, although the Schutten reference fails to disclose two stages, Schutten does teach 

summing all of the forces acting on the supporting frame to arrive at the compensation force.  

Lee then concludes that one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to use the Schutten 

force actuator system to compensate for the forces of both the stages acting on a common frame 

the reference frame, since Schutten itself teaches compensating for all forces acting on a common 

frame.  

Van Engelen fails to sufficiently address Lee's argument. That Schutten fails to teach 

two stages, and an actuator system that compensates for the movement of two stages misses the 

point. Van Engelen should have explained why Lee's analysis was erroneous. Instead, van 

Engelen side steps Lee's argument altogether. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to 

sufficiently rebut Lee's primajacie case with respect to van Engelen claim 10.  

Van Engelen's discussion with respect to Schutten's horizontal forcers is irrelevant. Lee 

did not rely on the Schutten horizontal forcers to teach the force actuator system claimed in van 

Engelen claim 4, 7 or 10.  

Van Engelen argues that Lee fails to point to any teaching in the Lee '820 patent or in 

Lee's involved application of an electronic control unit. Lee did not rely on its involved 

application to argue that the van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 should correspond to the count.  

Lee's reliance on the '820 patent was in the alternative only. As stated above, Lee made a prima 

facie case based on the van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view of Schutten without relying on the 

'820 patent.  

Van Engelen argues that Lee attempts to piece together van Engelen's electric control unit 

from Schutten's various electronic components, and that by doing so has relied on hindsight to 

arrive at the claimed control unit. Anyjudgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
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reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning, but so long as it takes into account only 

knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was 

made and does not include knowledge gleaned only from applicant's disclosure, such a 

reconstruction is proper. In re McLaughli , 443 F.2d 1392, 1395, 170 USPQ 209, 212 (CCPA 

1971). Schutten teaches a force actuator system with a feedback loop 80 with various electronic 

components that function to provide feedback to the force actuators. Van Engelen, in its 

preliminary motion, takes the position that the various electronic components shown comprise an 

electric control unit. That position has not been shown by van Engelen to be one based on 

impermissible hindsight reasoning. The fact that Schutten shows electronic components in 

detail, as opposed to a "black box" labeled "electric control unit" does not mean that the various 

electric components shown in Schutten that cooperate to control the actuators are not what one of 

ordinary skill in the art would consider an electric control unit. Thus, we are not persuaded by 

van Engelen's hindsight argument.  

For the reasons stated above, Lee preliminary motion 2 is grante 

Lee preliminary motions 3, 5 and 6 

Lee moves for judgment against van Engelen on the basis that several of van Engelen's 

claims (including newly added claims 4, 7 and 9) are unpatentable over certain prior art. In this 

interference, van Engelen has failed to allege a date prior to van Engelen's effective filing date.  

Furthermore, van Engelen's preliminary motion 6 attacking the benefit granted Lee is denied.  

Accordingly, judgment will be entered against van Engelcn. There is then no occasion to 

consider Lee's preliminary motions for judgment against van Engelen. For these reasons, Lee 

preliminary motion 3, 5, and 6 are dismissed.  

Lee preliminary motion 4 

Lee moves for benefit of U.S. Patent Application No. 09/127,288, filed July 31, 1998 

(now U.S. Patent 6,049,186); U.S. Patent Application No. 08/627,824, filed April 2,1996 (now 
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U.S. Patent 5,942,871); and U.S. Patent Application No. 08/221,375, filed April 1, 1994 (now 

U.S. Patent 5,528,118) with regard to Count 1. Since van Engelen has failed to allege a date that 

is earlier than the date accorded Lee at the time the interference was declared, and since van 

Engelen's motion attacking the benefit accorded Lee is denied, judgment will be entered against 

van Engelen. Accordingly, it is not necessary to determine if Lee should be accorded benefit of 

the above named applications. Lee preliminary motion 4 is dismissed.  

Lee preliminaa motion 7 

In its preliminary motion 7, Lee proposes to add claims 9-18 to its application and to 

designate those claims as corresponding to count 1. Lee preliminary motion 7 is contingent upon the 

granting of either one of van Engelen preliminary motions 2 or 5. Since neither van Engelen 

preliminary motions 2 or 5 is granted, the contingency has not materialized. Accordingly, Lee 

preliminary motion 7 is dismissed.  

Lee preliminM motion 8 

Lee moves to substitute new count I for existing count 1. The motion is contingent on 

the granting of van Engelen preliminary motion 6. Since van Engelen preliminary motion 6 is 

denied, the contingency has not materialized. Accordingly, Lee preliminary motion 8 is 

dismissed.  

Lee 12reliminM motion 9 

Lee moves to be accorded benefit of certain of its prior applications for its proposed count 

1. Since the proposed count I was not added to the interference, there is no occasion to decide 

Lee preliminary motion 9. Accordingly, Lee preliminary motion 9 is dismissed.  
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Lee motion to sapress 

Lee moves to exclude paragraphs 69-90 of exhibit 2012, and exhibits 2025-2043 and 

2048, documents relied upon by van Engelen in support of its preliminary motion 5. We find it 

unnecessary to consider the specific objections to the admissibility of those exhibits, since van 

Engelen failed to set forth a primafacie case of anticipation in its preliminary motion 5, even 

assuming the exhibits to be admissible.  

Lee seeks to exclude paragraphs 21-23 of exhibit 2050, as those paragraphs were relied 

on by van Engelen in support of van Engelen's oppositions 3 and 5. Lee preliminary motions 3 

and 5 were dismissed. Accordingly, there was no occasion to consider van Engelen's oppositions 

3 and 5. Thus, we find it unnecessary to consider the specific objections with respect to exhibit 

2050.  

For these reasons, Lee's motion to suppress is dismissed.  

D. Redeelaration of Interference 

This interference is herein re-declared to the following extent: 

The parties' claims corresponding to the count are: 

Lee: 1-8 

VanEngelen: 1-11 

E. Judgment 

Junior party van Engelcn has not alleged a date of invention or conception with respect to 

the subject matter of the count prior to the senior party's earliest accorded benefit date of 4 April 
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1995. Furthermore, van Engelen's preliminary motion 6, attacking the benefit accorded Lee is 

denied. Accordingly, judgment is entered against junior party van Engelen. Itis 

ORDERED that judgment as to the subject matter of the count is herein entered against 

junior party GERARD VAN ENGELEN, FRANK B. SPERLING, HENRICUS W. A.  

JANSSEN, ADIANUS G. BOUWER, CORNELIS D. VAN DUK, JOHANNES M. M. VAN 

KWIMENADE, JAN VAN EUK, and ADRIANUS VAN DER PAL; 

FURTHER ORDERED junior party GERARD VAN ENGELEN, FRANK B.  

SPERLING, HENRICUS W. A. JANSSEN, ADLA-NUS G. BOUWER, CORNELIS D. VAN 

DUK, JOHANNES M. M. VAN KIMMENADE, JAN VAN EUK, and ADRIANLJS VAN DER 

PAL is not entitled to its claims 1-11 which correspond to the count; 

FURTHER ORDERED that if there is a settlement agreement, the parties should note 

the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 135(c) and 37 CFR § 1.666; and 
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FURTHER ORDERED that a copy of this judgment be filed in the respective involved 

application or patent of the parties.  

JAMESON LEE 
ýjdministrative Patent Judge 

)BOARD OF PATENT 
SALLY (ILANE ) APPEALS AND 
Adminis&ative Patent Judge )INTERFERENCES 

'RALLY C(MEDLEY 
Administrative Patent Judge 
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cc (via federal express): 

Attorney for Van Engelen: 
(Real Party In Interest: ASML Netherlands, B.V.) 

Jack S. Barufka (lead counsel) 
Robert W. Hahl (backup counsel) 
PILLSBURY WINTHROP LLP 
1600 Tysons Boulevard 
McLean, VA 22102 

tel: (703) 905-2000 
fax: (703) 905-2500 

e-mail: i baru fka(Zýpi I Isburywi nthrop. coin 
riialilEa),pillsburywinthrop.com 

Attorney for Lee: 
(Real Party In Interest: Nikon Corporation) 

William P. Berridge (lead counsel) 
Mario A. Constantino (backup counsel) 
Robert Z. Evora (backup) 

OLIFF & BERRIDGE, PLC 
277 South Washington Street 
Suite 500 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

tel: (703)836-6400 
fax: (703)836-2787 

e-mail: conimeenterCaoliff.com 
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Am) a var. pl. of Rý ,,, rotogravure rounded 
E" wt, ni'stut, -strit) Cali Lat an on the Mediterranean and in nearby are.., varying in different Having a beakli , ý rwtratw glow FOOCU about on, to ke Pam Ms. SIT Pounds. r0ai (OuPchl') stim) m, pl. or msý (ro, chant W -di -drY4n& -dries. To dry (laundry) in OY `V,-tO'gr`x*v`xU`s (U"U-Kra-YYdCr') & [Ut. forn, wheel + cmwa.1 mugh smoothing nut Of monmg.  1 1. A raised platform far public' Speak .. . An intaglio printing Paccaus in which letters and picture, a,, en (rapan) . & .  4 ship's urved beaklike Prowý IS. The Ujusfenred from an etched Copper Cylinder in a web of material, as Came tough ýxud, -erxaa, _,us. To make or be
am, decorated with Speak 

the paper or plastic, in a faury Pyess. L Printed wxtcwj as a newspaper ruish hew (Wya') M -hewed Of -hessas (-by0n`f, -bcvxý klik prese Prom Of "Pulled t`x )Utlike or be. coon. to tiny Section, Produced by rotogravure, L-1 h i--s, 1. H-C 'ro"'ted cafe. ' Ows IL To be.  
Mg the pink 0, red 

Oemar (Wean) m [Contraction Of 1101rAMIL.] 

of, dcc-Y.tcd with, or suggtvc color Of electrical 01 mechanical device 1. A rotating pan If a, 0 make an e 9 Umber) roughly, without finishing.  

cal f a ul airfoils, as that of a hchcop' I An assembly of winning im - naush-la rough farm 
hY glow A. Marked by optimism I UzOn- O'Cise (rafl., 

.3 rotor shiP m A shi an. -V. housed, h ') tz Rowdy, boisterous play or behavior.  
n. -M To ' 'mx*ixx&-hxvU-ý vi To 

operated b P Propelled by on, a, me UH cylindrical rown treat or handle roughly mu- engage in roughhouse.  y wind power ecaugh"til-lied hawk (Uff,4 in has ine"U'& ri [ME mUn < OF ron ,-to-tiu (oytýtfl') dark I j7d) a A hawk, Bar,, lagopma with "Imal, CSP Organic dcc.mNai, am] -If or damaged because of decity 3 T am : DECA ROT(Xx13a.ERj To turat "di"d-tild"Mul, -tius [Rack Formation < d over with a rotary plow nwýCxaxsz so -hiwh futhcra covering the legs 
decay or decom s,. Oc P, Y M, lixi'tar"W'er 06'ýtfl'*r). A trademark far a rotary cuiltivfor. Mughlide in I a L A' Uncouth PexxCM. L A rowdy 

Of being rotten. of horses ' (oul'itdar) in L A Skilled -dCr Of bull named 
firm IS. Liver fake of decayed I Dim cap an, wh b 

imil-ten (rcien) off, [ME mul < ON forimaj t Putrificd Member of the 1 0 nals honses for riding L ItOwdsvidee. A In diseases ma ed by c feakdow, sagirestivit, of decamy ýIsa 2- Having - foul ad,, resulting from or Ronst,,ch in h U U & Volunteer Cavalry regiment under Theodore is fungi, bacmri , 0 rate , 4. of 11, Pa"'Una 3- Made unsound or weak by at. arrug hod , 5PQnshAmeri dsC.y of flesh, gimanas m . L Morally Carri DEsjix(aJILJ!. S- Very bad : iviurrý <. ninem Can war.  
impatience. Sed 1, climate> -mVtcn-IY ad, vM,,nv,,a.as It jeCdhg uh .. (rd"di adr. L Shod with horseshoes hain pro' 
wheeL] L Chiefly Brit. A roster or too , U ZOU'lade (,RljjdT1U In Prevent slipping, 2- Marked by brutal lorce, 

mitten boarough m An cfCCtUm district havang only . few vow" P, I 
t. A Mund or rotaim, Of duties 3 but the same voting power as other More Populous districts L Max. I An carb, n (Fr. < 1 11 all < Oft. ri -We 1101,] 
Of Prelates that sen, a, an cce Om, rot'tcla'510ne (rinn-stini U. A triable variety of tripon the prod. notes sung as 'M consisting of a rapid ran of several 
ý--n) tz A member of the Rour IrSa2stfical Conn. uct of decomposed sificcou, linses I -found a filij One 'YUbl, IS, A drum tell. 2. A slice of meat Iollsd ional Service club y Club, a rurt-wel-lear (f6erbr oie Mae, used for polishiO& 49 and Cooked, major WeStern Germany whcm'it wa "'-) m M < Roaxweil City in samth. na"I'le"Ou 0&161) 
ý1- Wed. Ln imation < Ut dim Of rele, mu < Uat' P1 -1--mar 01 -1--iss 06.') [Fr. < Opt. ei having a stocky body, shon; bla a M4 brcd I A German breed of dog small will cap If MMI., little wheel, dim. Of lotia, wheel.] 1. A marked by irmad raw Wheel.] Of ck fur nd On face markinga.  On, "P. 

axial 
rotation 

im4urad 
(r&Wnd') 

tici 
CU, 

refund' 

device that loci around an axis, 'a, for piping, cares Wri in paper, Z A foll or fold of ribbon 2- A traffic i=d by roundness: ROUNDm tar < Mra. wheel.] L Character
_x,,`Wmd1, ad, Z Sonorous 3. Quite plump: xamrsary. I,, tle (rdww) M [Fr. < OFr. < rci dim of Unue, wheel < L Am engine, as a turbine, in which Few m .10WAILA91mbluaggasocin.hichh, 1, ey U (hxL , Ut fem of woundus formal I of a foati disk . wall ban via nary, Falls, as vane. 2 A radial engine wh L A circular ball -1 build .1 P Yers bet on which slot 

nd a sumMurY c.nkSh.f,. OR ML cap One with dome. 7- A large numn disk Of teraPereals, I Come w rest im 2. A ,all toothed harrow Core with - high ce'lang, as a hot,] ]ebb don, dil or pUm I atlached to a handle and used to Make ram of Isting of a series of frecly Coming ro-tuxi (mtdadja) a P, Y I ramms 
of Plump Z A rommul olnect or PwwwO. Consecutive engraving of on a sheet of postage 

,whamg a Series of lims arranged on a revah. -tles' L The sure If being round IUMPý Ishort , as in 

rxrtu-nier sump in a sheet for Incisions Made between individual 
vaed and (ra minel"', "Yft'-) OF, , mWr4 newly Cdd. "Cuss- To divid CISY Separation. _vv -1,,,.ed, -Vcttiý 

unting press having a cylinder to which Car, commonxr.ý Un raprem- action Of bfýoking; < rompeO., to break. I A ROU're"I'aIi-san (OR"Ca"'Ise Jm -mian'Yan) calf, & n. VOL Of RUý:hat when they r .. Ire they win Print of, ed rou-ble or rut-bl, (msal) It (R. rubl'.) -see Ini (round) adj [ME < Oft. -de < Laf rottandus < raw, 
!I. Ox rou-ii (Mtýr) = [Fr. < p Pam of Main table at c:uxuua;ý, '0 heeL] L Edfl`dalfeý -spherical. 2. M cary plow. more, to route < raw, beef j ' to break On a wheel < Lat ZDm LtVd, -eat4asi;ý -tates. liat. four, r "use (ILbzh) a [Fr. < A Itch tO 3. Flavin Circular or circular in Cress secCrous man - ý ý 9 a Curved surface or edge: a, Fix, otat- , Off., of red color rMunced with the li of ,da < lit mbew of angular. 4. ProM. on a. axis, 2. To proceed in pink coamen . f g the checks ij 2 1 L A red or ýixv que,c,. ma Ps In a founded Shape- S. whole or complete: c rotation. 7. To g:rowal plant (crops) ., Chiefly ferric oxide, used to Of Ps _A reddish powder, Intl ;3L Expressed or dcsiVi as . whole number ., integer: not ismit di Having radiating Pam I in Wlsh metals Or glanx -V. vomited fractional. & Not Cali. WHEEL. LTopwoOUV On. ZTocolorwith rouge' Usual ani &'Bratugh"t MOKINIAn. 7. Considerable large <a 

-vi TO use rouge as a cosmetic 
I'L Motion in which the path Of "use et nude (r6bh, A 9. Full US to., I. ,a 0 a Satisfying Completion YanswD.  

jCCt is a cirxi, or circular are centered Card game Played at , 131c"Ir') U. [Fr., red and black I A gambling 11. Bin ROM. 10. Brisk: byly <a -- ad jogging Pat,> or : Ounslok" <a round UpUri IZ Done with fail IS In th - a diamond-shaped spots no Marked with two red oil two black force: UNIESIA]w 
i P e art n ro which bets are Placed 

Ing round. Z , soadife, as a calck, 111bl, disk, -1 fim, Iha, 

-- u on a 

D <3 word spanking> -- 1. The State of N.  

of a rough (Indf) df. "r`- -eaL IME < OE rdh I L Having a. uneven round b- A rounded or curved in 
a c'e 'Cuts 'I. _yL ' d- &him> 3. Marked by vialim, Motion - TWURJIJJý <rough ,x,> Shx-k and th 'a- the Pan Of the thigh between as 

'_ýnmýxw- bumpy surface. L Coi or shaggy w the much <a rough ci On a ladder. 4. A cut of beef f 'in 01 Pan. 3. A rang -1 Crossbar, Is io.ngali' diilactrut.c. of CO`UdaUU` asex 4.Severely inclement I S UOUP S. A gathering the 
Consisting of a. an 

n ' Cycle .1 Su 1 -0 fired 3 U.fMm quential variant. ý . iýistr at If at & Not geode of Careful : WOLEriT <w mus. unnaly, or vowdy Can a circle or about a axis of People: GROU,. 6. MOC., 
I. Of, relating in, savage. & Bud, - Ugh toutai 7. Bewj I Course, Succession 1 7. A round dance. &A complete 

or occurring in SIC causm& 01 Marked by - uncouth 9- InfOý l T I Of Sen,, 
clasion or alun. dure or do I D,,w,,mT. 10. Hand, w* IYU39 of unpleasant to en- owasaft. A course of canomax<- mud of 9 , often no, nd> 1 us,, t<he U, or Prescribed duties acu.. or L Harsh or Sharp W the UT <2 rough , ser-ping Place. 10. A Complete extent or tang. IL One drink tti )nc than u,,. II.Lacking finesse or Polish rough, a.m. I h 13. Being -an rare me> 2 group IL A Single uhmr C Person 

4 natural one < of cheering or applause 13. s. A -Ulet) aah. 1. Of muting in Can . VMS> 14.Not completed, perfected, or tough saree Shot Of "BlY. IS. Ammunition fox a Single he, 14 A rounded Ing, or fully detailed <a S cc of bread. IS. A Specified Umber of amom Shot froý a Specified acecdmg at meaning I. ltorrý,mm`or Sec. Sketch> 1S. Requiring physical strength rather than inte W. li 
since <-Ugh labor> -11. 1. Rugged overgrown ground. 2- The Pan of a 3 disunite to a orget"i archery 16. Am interval of Puy Memorization using routine M golf course left immowed and Uncultivated Pam that mcularx a Specific in g-racs and repetition 3. A rough, iftsimiar or Playi, Or allows each pl,,c, , da`ý-s, CO-Pli's a certain number of asion <Students learning by ran> difficult Pa. or Suite 4'S'mttWR9 hastily worked out a, u .17. max A composition for W.  al repcidon a, routine idsid. S. A crude ill-mannered person I at,,X - An Or Marc VOIC" in which each voice 'Mers at a different time with :.ad o4l The samild of Old breaking I sawili rowths. L To mak -n Mi the Same Melody -I. rameded foundUS& maxd& _W 1. TO lently: KAm,,,,,MU r rough. 2. To Meat roughly or viý make round. L To pronounce with rounded Ups : 

of Germanic 'rig.] A Ui stringed <Mughad UP 'he Prisoner> 3. To indicate or Make Plump : mil, Ow. 4. To bring 3. To Prepare in a rough or unfinished form <Mugh out a building plan> express x: - rowid number 6. To make . complete tionn, of 7'T.  m If Alten. derris + ý141ý1 A white , In a rough way 'W the re-SIL Us a Crude or Unfinished otakc a Win about or to th .  
sure rough It To do without the usual Conveniences and Co.- C other side of <Umaded , U, JI1icxtUCt1d from the rams of derris and forn<xmicbed It fox three dxYs in the woo&> bighw-Y> & To surnmad: encompass. 9. T e in the 

tic de -strashly dv- -roush,,Ses. -. aw.r m Cecil in a Circular course _ - 1 0 move or Cause to Pro
TO yiý To become .,ad. 2.Ta take a Inferior liquor. age (rifflOn. Th",66y'llcoxisce dig"tiblepmofc,,. circular course. 3, To turn about, -as on axaEma: REVEME 4 To kNUt. Roofer, phylum tain foods oil fodder that connam ceflul US come filled out, curved Or Plump. SU.IT'o cdorce tomgmthl r : d Stimulate Pcritfflic,. fiction. -forand up. i To Seek I P etion or Per.  "note mulaccifular aqu =me < far. ona. roush.autud-rinad-y (rapon-Uýde) adimue " Around.  atic organisms of tive. Rough and crude, yet e 2-.TupheLfdAicamhe). L together flow various places. efir at the Soren., end . ficellike mg of rough-sumd-tearra-ble (OlPon-unin'bal) Calf. Marked by roughness otrr <pbras that Vow found the ya,> From the beginning to the end of -ýýOUGHsn'tifecess off. and disregard for Miss or Order <1 marh-and-racuble fight> _Ux the va"d. L With 

Idi. [Lat, ta, wheel + -itnuis.] Shaped rough b"athing a L An aspirate Sound in Greek like chat of the stage in the center of the audience. L MY shaped So a to stand the letter h in English. 2. The mark (') placed over initial saunds in free of a background <2 surce I. the -and> -remand've. C.  round, (round) M veresid-ed, xmxxd4u,,, munds, [ME rounden norn Greek to indicate a preceding aspirate < OE rdmistal Anclude. To whipe, 
,as Mr.,, _ýOixa cwcý A b up or re Cm 

I A cý -g<d eq. - p If -ý a Surfaces, L A rough preliminary model M -esst, -esst-ini closefitting short jackt. ZCh,,flUS` 

0 6 Off mi < rOugh-CMust (nlf'kist') Cz 1. A cci plaster used for Outside wall roxxxid-a-bout (round'ahour) ad). Gremmus: indirecir. -11 L A 
I. order Cd -eases, L To plaster (e.g., a wall) with roughcast. L To shape or 3. Chiefly Brit A traffic circle Y rat. A averrygtiround.  unit of weight used I, Countries border Work MW 2 tough Of preliminary form. -MwdS,.t,.x a IrMand C111111 Is. ne quahog.  natuand dsixice m L A folk dance performed with the dancers 

ither apet fbe b.whih [Pit d6b(Ma minor thtlaus th ra.Vdin-CircIeýLAbllwmi inwhicbcouPlesPrmeedin this Ocut Ortlarge Yy-mun - circular direction around the Ux Ce 
Oe 6 paw, for It noise 66 M*k YQ .1ma, di vision a about, item, edible, gallcip, circus romiumd-ed (romidid) COB. L Shaped in a circle or sphere. L POO, 
s-- __ -



stationary wave 0 steal 

:tationary wave n. A standing ýM stanch, -see I. Film and ly 
0 

ration break a A panic in a broadcast program to allow for strong construction Or constivition mdfa": identification of the network or statiocý it;tiddfin -ý'(q "ve Stealth.  commonly $Palled staunch. but be Verb farm adaýký vitblut The 
Stil-tion-er (sti'sha-rar) a [ME sWcimmer < Med. lan. nation- The -To 

d =rich. _aunachly adv -icausuch'. - ýO b"c) -Vi an- shopkeLpe. ý stati.. shop e Lat, nation I L A seller of Its spalk N Pitch 
A publisher. b. A bookseller. 

chi (st6ruh, stinch) v. var. of Ic% 

stairrit-lilte [F, STMO, task "'Y 0 lbuily TH k- imam, DY ", 0 gain -at, ata-tion-evy (ra'shi-seed) M I.Writiag paper and envelopes, black mineral, chi Is e. '02 f 'reaficig: 
1. writing I typing materials Cily 'cA4Si2Ow(OH),, Often c"41 A Ppl A " Thing in, station houtwe n. 1. A police station. L A fire station grown crYstals, occas, used as a gem. " u 'oth l" ýA Me (ME 

station"o'"t't" (stishin-mis'tar) M Ast official in charge of a stave (nAv) a [Rick farriation < stav, folbrit'sT, I ; 00 Teich) a
railroad I I strip of wood finance Pan Of the sides of I of (5 'jinne5o 

_ý 2- FO dlhe) a t.ticatis of I or rab. 2. A coug Of . ladder or chair c Qý the Craoss PLO. L A devad, I v (It 
tation before each of the insage, or reprise is that consists of onedi- S. A set of verial: _v sea 4 "ýxh.y ad, -at.  
church to To nuations set up usa. in a . v 'j.ly [*ME st musemorate 14 events in the passion of lasim. L The 14 witavea. -vt. I. To break in or punc a 00"A"bas) Is Smash . hole in, 3. To (IT Is The aaý strages representing the ever, of he psmom of Christ c shous 

- 1 as wagon n. ý automobile having an evended interior, cumhadm._a v..,, okeeplolw, , Ir r.Fcr`-aFt'rthird M or luggage platform, and a tailpt, 5 ves-a(st=ft) attvaaplaa later ýy b. En 

'cave sti m in a tora duce or a," Staqis-tic (sto-t1i't[k) a [Back formation < ,A,m,ncs.J L A nu. P agrin < Girl d ram at I ,To Pr covered merical danum. L AxI cauxuate of a palatial, a, of the Population a of southern Europe, can put. It e ,iltd 
To Fiction, mean or s.runca, obtained from a simple, 3. ý .,do. variable that a acedsofthestavesiocraft, ally a I via" TOO' k takes an the thanictenstics Of . statistic ys (Sta) v, losied, as iafo as a con 1 A b stia-tisti-cal (sta-di'd-M) adf Of, retating to, or using statistics or exce, to stop < Lat. June, a Y44 but diag; 'quIPPr I oil] the principles of stations. -axx'ti8'11,xsa-Iy adv. place or condition <= a a *cO d rit 0, u", gýclarbu so Ahighl mitatwis-ti-cian (stitlitfsh'an) a LA specialist in statistics, subject> L To smourn as a an or I gel bee elowe L One who compiles of statistical dica -ou.tYh.u.>3.ToItop a (It A elsta-tis-tica (statIsItIks) n. CC. Swti'tik plitical science < Nlas. hold On:EIvOuM. 6.Tokeepup ina*r c,0' aot:, 4ý4 b"'C" statisticus, of a ff-irs < Lat status sta'te. -,,, sTATi.1 L (sing. in poker without raising it _n L 1! ,AM dal Pses"'o'* late - I , fýý cbe "ý from t 

in ... be,). The mathematics of th,'collection, organization, and postpone: delay. 3. To delay or stop Cc c 0 t: It Fit 0 da"ve N A.  interpretation of numerical data. Z (pi in counber). A collection of legal action or mandate. 4L To so f (it, seat, '05we numerical daul. at wi snack> S. Obs. To wat I: A ,Isorized Stai'de, is dr states- Pref. [< Gk_ smuss. standing, plced.1 I. Resting: remaining fuld : t per closed C' ,,,I) n.  L a act of coming , 'd <stmoblast> Z Equilibrium: balance <,mrySt> reside a, d 3 a c i .4. Suspension a, a b -if is, eitat-o-blast (stlea-blan) n. AD IMCMAY produced encapsulated <a a anon n> a ant a I Olson is steam" bud of a freshwater bryozoon from which new individuals develop Syrtis: My, SoJoUm", MIT V. me in - N "hing , A blan after the parent Colony has disintegrated guest or lodger <staud with friends> sa #tCw dark chairs stat-ci-cYst (stilex-SISO n. A small organ of balance in many inear stay: (at!) IT, 11"Yed, .'M [OF, " xg in cirnk n. A tebines, consisting of a fluid filled me containing statoliths that help estai , - support, of armanin afig.] L To "a se 0"Le"t" sta..,hiP cabi indicate position when the initial moves, sustain mentally or spintually. 3. To support a, PM; "to 
ýAi.ter (stem 11 stat-0-lith (stiel fth') a A armll movable concretion of calcium 1. A support : brace. 2- A strip of bone issue I AT,,, rest of fix " in all. Itesso d repair of carbonate found in statcays". stiffen a proment. 3. atoiys. A consit p , I ,a song systems stax-tor (sti'mr) a [Lat., one that stands < status, P.Part of store, to Stayl (inl) rlý [ME < OE nog I L A I first sund-1 The stationary pan of a machine, Such as 2 motor, dynamo, . brace or Iuppmt far . mast or Ip.,. L A P, heavy lope a, cxý AtImIld I is pi d to is, or =hire, about which a lot tunis. something -v. t.y.d, ca,qa,, u tape used 0 1 bo a kn iron a Iron a that Stat'()ýScCrpe (suit'a-skop') n. L A barometer for recording small stly. 2 To Put (2 ship) on the OPPOSLte L T, bo, I* It"To he article ,,, on I.Jer also st variations in atmospheric pressure. 7 A device for indicating small staYing Power .. Stairma '. amimanCa"ek _n Ttaxia`% It,,.ro heavy n 

changes in an airplane's altirodc. stay-in strike a A job sio.. tha d with a stat-u-" (stach'66-fee)rs, pl. -lea. [Partly < lat. accounria, art.f down a, work at. '4ýwppx "mtible force Pp"ge by employers who "nars" 4, 4 too, -1 in evil with a making itimes, and Partly < Lat. atemarfiris, sculptor, both < stam- place. rons IT 6`z 4 " ah or On., of scame < stoma, statue.] 1. Starnes collectively. L A ITuIp- stILY'Sail fitVS01, all') n. Nain A trunindir sol b",,' Cis, fmca -1 To Tion I a tor. 3. The an of coaking names. St. Hevisard (sine bar-mrd') ziý The &im 8, d hip (,tem'shli stat-ise (suicledb) n. (ME < OFT. < Lat. stanis < accoutre, to act up. stead (sted) a [ME stede < OE ] The pl, o", -SeC SrAlTrTE-l A form or likeness sculpted, modeled, carved, or <my friend went to the in Te or Pont, 4 11,niý wrawx at P acting In Toy ,,I> ciev 'doýrn .It in material such as stone, clay, wood ' or bronze. stead-ina, stsoads. To be of adva axI. shovel n. A It sUt-u esque (suAcb6besk') adi. Like magem:nIv, a stame, esp. in sica, grace, stead-fast also sted-fast fit6dF1 "ble a. A ub or dignItY:STATELY. -avat'isesquely adv season se, -f2a) ad,. (Mi acks 

som, by steam 
or 

OE stedifan smile. place + fast, fired, fail) L F .. do- "p, Stiat'si-ette (stlahiRee) n. A small iumc+ Ing : ý Yý L Firmly loyal or comexaL ",am surbitic n. h A stat-ure (sUcb'.I) a (ME < OFT. < Lat. statura < status, P.Part. of ýst.stdl'fastneaa; n. laaadý; ý1. ezed against or I ro" ,rare. tostand.] I.Tlerulturallicightof a human minimal bcalyin stead-y (sterl't) adj. ivr Fýst 1. Film ,amm.y (steme) di.  an upright position. L A level achieved : SrAMý Eu. 2- Direct and unfalte' m point. exi, - ,ara, kitchen> 2ring : 5ý 3. con 3 stat-us (swto, sueas) a (Lat., condition, ppart of care, to stand.] quality, or pace <. slow, mum . taý _dv lesson "as 3 steady not> 4. Not audy,,,, 2, 'In) The legal character or condition of a Persia or thing <the status <rteady nerves> S. Reliable: dependable wwsin (ste-1P 6., rkcJb,,:,,i '""catic juice of a minor> L A stage of progress or development. 3. it. Relative :%BER -V. sitea ad steadýý& -ý'deid 
position in a ranked group or in a social system <the high status of or become steady. yet .... dies, vT A 1. 7,, onds I.J.  larly ex _n' Pl. -ias, shiagý The (std'ýTle' st physicians> 1b. High relative Position <a job with am=> 4. A and clusivelY. cý -iii, at .nc acid.  State Of affairs: SITLIATION. ... a (Ite-lelk, stil 

stst-tim; quo (sti'vas kwo' stleas) n [Lat., state in which.] The steady state a, A stable condition that d hazitaes, relating To, or siouili existing condition: sTATE o; ý.sras. or in which change in one direction is "o'"no."UT hzýaa' itaric acid .. A status word n. A computer storage location which provides data change in another. CHOCH.),.COOH, ircto 
in restore an interrupted program, stead-y-state theory (stEd'eue) L A comokci sia taqi. (,war-lit, stir stat-u-ta-ble (sulcleata.bal) adi. 1. Emactid, regulated, or autho, that assumes that the lingscale view of the univere a vaas wlý.floa, Marius, =it 
rind by Statute : STATUTORY. L Legally punishable : recognized by of the position of the observer in space and time and Thn txý, used I 
ststute, <a soltutable ofiensi> sio. of the umvem' required mi other ground, r=;ause, ýon, L Stratic acid. 3 stsit-itte (stich'at) a [ME c OF, arturlit < LLat. stantrom < far,, by the continuous creation of inown ate-s-rcp-tene (ste'i stannum, pýparn of statuare. to set up < status. p.part of sore. to steak (sak) n. (ME staylo, < ON itaLk ] I A pass d nýa, 3 T-he rtion of stand.] L A law cut d by the legislative assembly of ion or beef, typically cut in a thick ifice across the mustle In 2 L h it c,,T,11N state. Z A dune or edict 3. &TI esuhhshcd law or role, esp. at a slice of a large fish cut acmis the body 3' A ploy it Is -4 ilia solid o corporation. that has been prepared like a sink z, A exassm statute law u. A law established by legislative enactment, steak house m A Truxurant speciahuing in beefood eia, ..A laa.Lum, -sta'..  StatUte smile . sane 1ý steak knife is A ublc knife with a Ilu'p, .. saerjw :tastýfnf. [Gk. < at statrite of lianitations .. Law. A sunite selling a time limit steak taxýtsme (tarde) a (ý K + F'. tanam. Final Aai' t.-.qo -Ysis (ate'a-, an legal action in certain casas. mw ground beef mixed with onion, sessmic, ad 11ý IS Poir To essmailation.  stavxrtoýy (sUch'ýOee, -Wi!) adi. L Of Or relating TO 2 staratt. steal (Itel) , tol. (still, xa,tera fcolm, st.,uiss aa' ttasitcýpys+xx (ste, L Enacted, regula led, or authorized by stamte (ME stairs, < OF siclu.] -vi. L To Take (the P-Pur 1 aoc' nail I Excessive 2CCUT statutory offerste a A legal offenic declared by itatute. without right or permussion. 2- To M .1 loo-TiPlub I pfjlk, -prilk), statutory rape n. Sucal intercourse with a girl who has not ruched the statutory age of consent.  stiminchl (stench, starch) also starach (vanch stinch) adi. ýr, APTIT IPWY licarre ifathe, ep.T 2la h.,ka 's'-Or u..t tht -e.t. [ME suounchr, w2tirright < OFT. catinche < aussuchier, to I tie fs piar 6 par 6 We 6 Pass, far as "Is 'buis, sh visimi 
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1144 linear light linear 
some previously known flow are small compared with the speed finear-phase [ELECTRI Pertainingn, a filler of sound; as a result, the equations of motion can be approxi- whose image phase constant is a line, or 
mated by retaining only those terms which are linear in dismr- I 'lin-e-ar faz I fiaRai;%4 

bance or perturbation velocities, pressures, densities, and so linear polarization [onics) Polan"li" of 

forth. I tin-e-arud the-a-re av fiti-ad flo ) lactic wave in which the electric vector at a of t1l 
linear light [NAVI In marine operations. a luminous signal remains pointing in a fixed direction I alth oughV 
having perceptible length, as contrasted with a point light, which nitude. Also known as plane Polarization.  
does not have perceptible length. I lin-a-arift I ra'za-shm I 

linear - logarithmic intermediate - frequency amplifier linear polymer [ORG CHEM] A polyme 
[ELECTRI Amplifier used to avoid overload or saturation as a arranged in a chainlike fashion with fi,ý' 

protection against jamming in a radar receiver. I 'lin-e-ar 15g, between the chains. I 'Iin-c-ar'plll.,.nen bný,h_ 

2'rith-mik in-tar:me-de-ot fre-kwan-se 'sm-plaftrar I linear power amplifier [ELECTRI Apme, ýn 

linearly dependent quantities [MATH] Quantities that sat- the signal output voltage is directly p,,p,,, 
isfy a homogeneous linear equation in which at least one of the input voltage. I '7mT--ar'Pau'-aram-pIa l I to, coefficients is not zero. I hrre-arle di:pen-dant'kwdnTa.tez I linear prograrm 9 [MATH] Tnhe st ' y of 

linearly disjoint extensions [MATHI Two extension fields E minimizing a linLa function J(x,, ... 11 A 

and F of a field k contained in a common field L, such that any straints which are linear inequalities invol - to 

finite set of elements in E that is linearly independent when E is I 'lin-e-ar 'pro.gram-iii I g lile 

regarded as a vector space over k remains linearly independent linear-quadratic-gaussian problem ("," ., 

when E is regarded as a vector space over F. f :Iin-e-arle mal-state regulator problem, containing Pal 

:disý6int ik'sten-chanz I the state and measurement equations sit, 
, In which 

linearly graded junction [ELEýRj A pn junction in which value of the quadrat c pe entrance index 4 t, he the impurity concentration does not change abruptly firom do- Abbreviated LQG problem. I lflrpzý, ký,.  

nors to acceptors, but varies smoothly across the junction, and prab-lam I 

is a linen function of position. I 'firre-arle grad-ad jaik- linear rectifier [ELECTRI A rectifier ' the 
shan I voltage of which contains a wave having a f orla 

linearly Independent quantities [MATH] Quantities which that of the envelope of an impressed signal a,.k do not jointly satisfy a homogeneous linear equation unless all I relcta.frar I 

coefficients are zero. J lin-e-orle in-da:pen-dant 'kwan-od- linear regression (STATI Ile Mosight fir, 
ez ) the points ofa scatter diagram about which the 

linearly ordered set [MATH] A set with an ordering such is smallest, as defined, for example, by the kllt 

that for any two elements a and b either al-b or bý_zr. Also ( lin-vor ri'gresh-an I 

known as chain; serially ordered set; simply ordered set. 'tin- linear regulator problem [CONTsys] A 'A' of 
e-arle :6rd3rd 'set I trol problem in which the system to be contrWk 

linear magnetic amplifier [ELECTRI A magnetic amplifier by linear differential equations and the ixd, I 

employing negative feedback to make its output load voltage a minimized is the integral of a quadratic falltim, 
linear function of signal current. J 'fin-c-ar mag:ned-ik ann- state and control functions. Also knoý as olkad 
plafrar I problem; regulator problem. I luraqr mgyý 

linearmanifold [MATH] A subset ofa vector space which is [am I 

itself a vector space with the induced operations of addition and linear repeater [ELEcnTJ A repeat" used in 
scalar multiplication. I lin-e-ar'man-afold I satellites to amplify input signals a fixed artletag 

linear meter [ENG) A meter in which the deflection of the nveling-wave tubes or solid-state devices a 

pointer is proportional to the quantity measured. ( lirre-ar linear region. J 1in-e-ar fi'ped-ar I 

LINEAR-SWEEP med-ar I linear scale See uniform scale. ( Jineir's 

DELAY CIRCUIT linear model (STATI A mathematical model in which linear linear scanning [ENGI Radar betan hi Met 
equations connect the random variables and the parameters. slant angular velocity through [he scanning sea, 

Also known as linear hypothesis. I 'lin-e-ar'mdd-al I be a complete 360'. 1 'lin-c-or'skan-iq I 

linear modulation [COMMUN] Modulation in which the am- linear space See vector space. ('lint-arlspj 

plitude of the modulation envelope (or the deviation from the linear speed method [ORD] Methodofcak 
V.. F resting frequency) is directly proportional to the amplitude of firing data in which the future Position of a 

the intelligence signal at all modulation frequencies. I 'lin-e- determined by finding the direction of flight sajdx 

at maj-a'la-shan I speed of the target: by multiplying the graund speed 

linear molecule [PHYS cHEM] A molecule whose atoms are of flight of the projectile, the future position is 

arranged so that the bond angle between each is I SOP; an ex- I firre-ar'sped meth-ad I 

ample is carbon dioxide, C0, I Tn-e-ar 'mal-aky(d I linear Stark effect tATOMPHYsl Aspliftingof 

linear momentum See momentum. I lin-var ma'men-tam I of hydrogenlike atoms placed in an electic field, 

linear motion See rectilinear motion. I fin-e-zr'mo-shan I level ofprincipal quantum numbern issplitinto2n

linearmotor [ELECI An electric motor that has in effect been tant levels ofseparation proportional to the fields 
I Tý split and unrolled into two flat sheets, so that the motion between e-ar 'stkk ifekt I 
i rator and stator is linear rather than rotary. I 'lin-e-pr 'mod-ar I linear stopping power See stopping power. I 
L ----- linearnetwork [ELECI A network in which the parametersof pat)-ar ) wer I resistance, inductance, and capacitance are constant with respect linearstrain IMECH] Thennioofthechanpin 

T to current or voltage, and in which the voltage or cument of a body to its initial length. Alsoknownasloagi 

Elements of linear-ý,eep delay sources is independent of or directly proportional to other volt- I fin-e-ar:stran I I 

ages and currents, or their derivatives. in the network. Also linear sweep [ELECTR] A cathode-ray sweep a 
circuit. T = delay time; V. known as linearcircuit. I lin-var'netwark I beam moves at constant velocity fromonesideoftbe 
reference voltage; ti ý time. linear operator See linear transformation. I lin-e-arp-apd- the other, then suddenly snaps back to the sterling 

Qr I E-ar :swep ) I 

linearorder [MATHI Anyorder <on asetS with the propeny linear-sweep delay circuit [ELEýR] Awidely...  

that for any two clementsa Rod bin S eithera<b orb<a. Also linear time-delay circuit in which the input si 

LINEAR-SWEEP GENERATOR known as complete order; simple order; total order. I lirre-ýr by a linear sawtooth generator, such as the 

'6rdar I integrator, whose output is then cc 
to, v linear oscillator See harmonic oscillator. [ lin-e-zr as-aJad- direct-cuffent reference voltage level. I 

at , sprkat I 
linear parallax See absolute stereoscopic parallax. I 'lin-e-ar linear-sweep generator [ELEcTRj Are" 

paralaks I provides a voltage or cuDent that is a lines! 

Sawrooth waveform of a linear- linear parallel texture (PETRI The parallel texture ofa rock the wavefum is usually recument at unif0oll 

sweep generator. Current i or in which the constituents are parallel to a line, not just to a plane I lin-e-ar:swep jen-zrad-ar I 

voltage v is plotted against time t. as in plane parallel texture. I 'lin-e-or par-oJel 'teks-char I linearsystern [CONTsys] Asystentlawhich,


